A study was conducted to explore the nature and effectiveness of peer feedback in EFL writing classrooms. High-and low-proficient 
Introduction

Peer feedback has been recognized as an essential component in the processoriented teaching of writing in English as a first language (L1). The beneficial effects of using peer feedback have been widely discussed in L1 writing
literature. Elbow (1981) , for example, argued that peer interactions foster students' awareness of audience and give a communicative purpose to a writing activity, and Kroll and Vann (1981) contended that peer reviews help student writers recognize their own egocentric point of view in writing. Several other L1 researchers have empirically proved the positive effects of peer feedback on students' compositions. Clifford (1981) , for example, reported that collaborative peer work among college students resulted in significant gains on their holistically scored compositions. Gere and Stevens (1985) closely observed how 5th, 8th, and 12th graders engaged themselves in peer feedback sessions; they found that these students reacted as active readers in their peer interactions and gave specific responses that focused on clarifying and constructing meaning in the text. Nystrand (1986) demonstrated that peer review was also effective in college freshman writing classrooms when it was conducted in a collaborative yet critical manner. Nystrand (1984 Nystrand ( , 1986 maintained that peer feedback could function as an effective writing pedagogical tool if proper preparation and guidelines were provided to students in advance. Spear (1988) and Tompkins (1990) showed a series of questions that could be used as guidelines for generating beneficial peer responses from students engaged in peer feedback activities.
Influenced by the shift in pedagogical focus from product to process in the L1 writing field, L2 writing researchers and teachers also began to pay considerable attention to peer feedback. Keh (1990) , for example, recommended the use of peer feedback as a useful pedagogical activity in L2 writing classrooms and summarized the benefits succinctly as follows.
There are several advantages given for using peer feedback.… It is said to save teachers' time on certain tasks, freeing them for more helpful instruction. Feedback is considered to be more at the learner's own level of development. Learners can gain a greater sense of audience with several readers (i.e., readers other than the teacher). The reader learns more about writing through critically reading others' papers. (p. 296)
On the other hand, in the same year that Keh's paper was published, Leki (1990) , although acknowledging the benefits of peer feedback, pointed out potential problems inherent in peer responding in ESL writing classes as follows.
Teachers who have used peer responding are generally convinced of its usefulness, but many are unaware of the special problems ESL writers and readers face when asked to comment on partners' writing. These problems stem partly from ESL students' lack of experience in using techniques like peer responding and partly from the varying rhetorical expectations that readers from other cultures bring to a text. (p. 5) A number of L2 studies have been undertaken to investigate empirically the validity of using peer feedback in L2 writing classes. These studies can be roughly classified into four groups according to their research focuses: studies on (a) the relative effectiveness of peer feedback and teacher feedback, (b) the effect of peer feedback on students' subsequent revisions, (c) the nature of peer interaction, and (c) the students' attitudes toward peer feedback. Unlike the situation in L1 composition research, L2 studies in these four areas have all presented conflicting results.
The first group of studies compared the relative effectiveness of peers' feedback and teachers' feedback. Chaudron (1984) , for example, examined whether advanced college ESL students' revised essays showed greater improvement when they received peers' feedback than when they received teachers' feedback and found that neither of the two types of feedback contributed to qualitative improvement in writing. Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1992) reported a slightly more positive effect of peer feedback in their analysis of essays written by college students learning French as a foreign language, arguing that the peer review procedure did not yield "astoundingly better L2 compositions," but the procedure did not, "as some FL instructors might fear, result in grammatically inferior writing " (p. 264) . Nelson and Murphy (1993) Tsui and Ng (2000) also found that peers' comments induced less substantial revisions than teachers' comments. Although recognizing the importance of peer feedback, Mendonça and Johnson (1994) Nelson and Murphy (1993) , for example, found that "when student writers interacted in a cooperative manner, they were more likely to use the peers ' suggestions" (p. 149) ; on the other hand, when they interacted in a defensive manner or when they did not interact at all, they were less likely to incorporate peers' suggestions into their revisions. Villamil and de Guerrero's study (1998) Mangelsdorf and Schlumberger (1992) analyzed the stances taken by students in ESL freshman classes when they provided comments on other ESL students' essays. The authors found that most of their ESL students took a "prescriptive stance," in which the students expected the text to follow a preconceived form rather than a more productive "collaborative stance," which enabled the students to see the text from the writer's point of view. Nelson and Murphy (1992) Guerrero and Villamil (1994) contended that asymmetrical relationships between the reader and writer are not necessarily detrimental if the "selfregulated" (i.e., capable of independent problem-solving) reader can assist the "other-regulated" (i.e., guided by a peer) with his or her revision processes. Unlike Nelson and Murphy (1992) , Lockhart and Ng (1995) reported that they found no instance of aggressive behavior. The ESL college students in their study exhibited a variety of stances, among which the "collaborative stance" was most successful, because this stance in the "discovery mode" facilitates negotiation between the reader and writer; thus it allows the writer to reflect on the meanings in the text and to discover new ideas.
All these studies on the social nature of peer reviews suggest that guided training is a key to realizing collaborative peer interactions. Connor and Asenavage (1994) Berg (1999b) (Keh, 1990; Rothschild & Klingenberg, 1990; Tsui & Ng, 2000) . Those who argued for the effectiveness of peer feedback maintained that if proper preliminary training is provided, ESL students can provide specific and meaning-based suggestions for revision even though English is not their native language but the language they are learning (Berg, 1999b; Liu & Hansen, 2002) , and the students thus find each other's peer reviews highly beneficial for the improvement of their subsequent drafts. Other studies, however, indicated that students prefer teacher feedback to peer feedback (Zhang, 1995; Nelson & Carson, 1998) and that they are more likely to accept teachers' comments for revisions than those of peers (Connor & Asenavage, 1994; (Allaei & Connor, 1990) . Several studies reported that Chinese and Japanese students tended to assume negative views of peer feedback (Mangelsdorf, 1992; Zhang, 1995) and often failed to participate actively in peer review sessions (Allaei & Connor; Carson & Nelson, 1996; . However, recording students' journals entries, Nagasaka (2000) found that Japanese EFL students showed a favorable attitude toward peer feedback.
In sum, a growing number of studies in peer feedback have been undertaken in the ESL context (see Liu & Hansen, 2002 Stanley's (1992) and Berg's (1999a) studies, in which it was found that systematic In the next section, each student was assigned a partner and told to work with this partner for the rest of the experimental sessions. This procedure was undertaken to foster rapport between the students working in pairs, a quality considered essential for effective peer feedback (Berg, 1999a (Berg, , 1999b In the final section the students were given as a sample essay a copy of an argumentative composition written by a student enrolled in an EFL composition class the previous year. They were also given a "peer feedback worksheet," which was designed based on Berg (1999a Berg ( , 1999b and Blok (2000, personal communication (Nelson & Murphy, 1992 
Word count
As a measure of fluency, the number of words in each student's paper was also counted.
Classification of peer comments
The comments on the peer feedback worksheet were carefully read in order to establish an appropriate classification system. The classification was conducted by two readers, who also served as raters for holistic scoring as explained above. As the initial step, following Berg (1999b) 
Results and Discussion
Quantitative Analysis
Comparison between the pre-and post-tests. Figure 2 shows Figure 4 
These results suggest that the students in both A Class and B Class exhibited significant improvement in overall quality in the post-tests over the pre-tests. However, the students in A Class with the high proficiency level demonstrated greater improvement than their B Class counterparts. The higher English proficiency level of the students in A Class might have enabled them to internalize what they had learned in the peer training session as well as in the peer feedback session and to use this internalized knowledge in producing the post-tests. On the other hand, due to their limitation in English proficiency, it seems that not all the students in B Class succeeded in using the knowledge they had gained through peer feedback training sufficiently in the post-tests. Although neither A Class nor B Class manifested a significant level of growth in fluency, it should be noted that the mean numbers of words for both the classes' post-tests were larger as compared with those of their
for B Class). Thus peer feedback seems to have moderate, if not strong, effects on both the high-and low-proficient Japanese students' writing fluency. Actual samples of pre-and post-tests written by a high-and low-proficient students are shown in Appendix E.
Comparison Between the Original Drafts and the Rewrites
Peer Comments
Number of types of peer comments. The students in A Class made a total of 32 peer comments, whereas those in Class B made 54. Thus the students in the latter class produced significantly more peer comments than those in the former (t=2.49, p<.05). This might have resulted from the drafts written by the students in B Class having more problems. Furthermore, unlike the students in Class A, whose comments were more global in nature and addressed to the whole discourse structure of the essays, those in Class B tended to make specific comments that focused on particular parts or sentences of the essays (see "Quantitative Analysis" for more details). This tendency of the low-proficient students might have led them to generate a greater number of peer comments.
Ratio of meaning-based and form-based comments. The great majority of the students' comments fell into the meaning-based categories. The meaning-related comments outnumbered the form-related ones for both A Class (90.62% vs. 9.38%) and B Class (94.44% vs. 5.56%.) 
The chi-square test revealed no significant difference in the distribution of the two types of comments between the two classes (χ 2 =1.17, p>.05). In the present study, both the high-and low-proficient students were mostly concerned with meaning-related features of writing; moreover, even the lowproficient students were not preoccupied with micro-level features such as grammar and mechanics.
Ratio of different types of meaning-based and form-based comments. Figure 6  summarizes T-shirts, trousers, skirts, coat, etc. … Moreover, be- (Mangelsdorf, 1992; Zhang, 1995) . In this study, however, peer feedback was found to be significantly useful for the Japanese EFL student writers, who came from a non-Western rhetori-cal/cultural tradition. Also, it was found that not only the high-proficient students but also their low-proficient counterparts appreciated the benefits of peer response. This attests to Mittan's (1989) observation that "students whose writing is consistently average or even poor very often write the most thoughtful and helpful peer reviews " (p. 212) .
Qualitative Analysis
The positive results observed in the present study could be attributed to the integration of preliminary training into the research design. As Stanley (1992) and Berg (1999a Berg ( , 1999b 
